Remarks 



In the 26 March 2007 Election/Restriction Requirement, the Examiner has 
offered an opinion that a restriction for the above noted application is proper because it 
allegedly contains five (5) distinct inventions. 

The 5 allegedly distinct inventions are said to include the pending claims as 
shown below: 

Invention 1 - Claims 71 -81 (Group 1), 
Invention 2 - Claims 82-90 (Group 2), 
Invention 3 - Claims 91-100 (Group 3), 
Invention 4 - Claims 101-105 (Group 4) 
Invention 5 - Claims 106-121 (Group 5) 

As part of a response to the 26 March 2007 Election/Restriction Requirement, the 
Assignee is expected to select a group of claims for further examination and/or the filing 
of an amended appeal brief. Accordingly the Assignee, without commenting on whether 
or not there is a statutory basis for the restriction, whether or not there are separate 
inventions, whether or not the alleged separate inventions are distinct and/or whether or 
not the alleged separate inventions are independent, elects group 4 (claims 101 - 105). 
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